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Abstract
This paper seeks to develop groupings of journals (A, B, C) using multi-dimensional
perceptual rankings, based on North American respondents’ evaluation of a journal’s
prestige, contribution to theory, contribution to practice and contribution to teaching. Non-
parametric comparisons of criterion mean values indicate that there are generally
statistically significant correlations between criteria. Cluster analysis identifies A, B, and C
“categorisations” of journals are different in regards to all four evaluative criteria.
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Introduction
The evaluation of marketing journals’ importance is an issue that been examined for over 25
years (Luke and Doke 1987). Much of the interest has been to evaluate the
significance/impact of research (Baumgarter and Pieters 2003 Bettencourt and Houston 2001)
or researchers (Cheng et al. 2003, Helm, Hunt and Houston 2003, Zinkhan and Leigh 1999).
Recent work by Mort et al (2004) has suggested that one of the benefits of ranking journals is
that it codifies knowledge and identifies the way that journals are perceived, which in turn
sets out some explicit evaluation schema that can identify how academics’ research will be
perceived in regards to “importance.”
Within Mort et al’s (2004) work they have identified that there are generally high correlations
between various rankings. However, previous researchers have also identified a range of
subtle differences. For example, Hawes and Keiller (2002) identified that across ranking
studies that there was generally consistency in the “top” journals, but inconsistencies were
prevalent for lower ranked journals. This was also supported in the work of Hult et al (1997),
who found that comparisons between respondents of the AACSB (The Association to
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business which serves as “the premier accrediting agency
for” business related degrees [AACSB 2004] and is extensively used in the North America to
signal quality) and non-AACSB schools differed for lower ranked journals, but were similar
for upper ranked journals. Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) also found that the journals ranked
by academics differed by geographic regions, especially in regards to those ranked 21-40. In
North American schools there is an explicit tenure requirement for new staff to publish a
specified number works in A and B journals (DocSig 2003). Thus, the important question
seems to be how can journals be grouped, i.e. A, B, C, rather than the overall ordering of
journals.
In looking at evaluations of journals there appears to be growing support for the view that
these should be based on multiple evaluative criteria (Polonsky and Whitelaw 2003, Shugan
2003).  Authors such as Baumgarter and Pieters (2003) demonstrated that the impact of
journals, in fact, varies based on the sub-discipline examined, thus the criteria used to
evaluate journals would be important in ranking and clustering them. However, there has not
been extensive discussion of the most important evaluative criteria in regards to evaluating
journals, even though some authors have suggested that multiple evaluative criteria could be
used (ANBAR 2004, Hawes and Keiller 2002, Polonsky and Whitelaw 2003, Shugan 2003).
For example, the ANBAR publishing group evaluates journals and articles on Readability,
Originality, Managerial Application, Practical Usability, and Research Implications (ANBAR
2004). Whereas, Baumgarter and Pieters (2003) evaluated journals in terms of their impact on
core marketing, consumer behaviour, managerial marketing, marketing applications and
marketing education. On the other hand, Polonsky and Whitelaw (2003) suggested that
journals could be evaluated using the prestige, contribution to theory, contribution to practice
and contribution to teaching.
The purpose of this research is not to rank journals, but to examine how they can be grouped
(i.e. A, B, C) using multiple evaluative criteria as evaluated by North American Academics.
The ranking of journals is something of growing importance in Australia and New Zealand
(Mort et al 2004, Polonsky et al 1999). In many cases Australian and New Zealand
Academics have used U.S. and other rankings as a basis of evaluation (Polonsky et al. 1999).
In addition Mort et al (2004) identified that journal rankings appear to be consistent between
studies, making North American based journal evaluations relevant in Australia and New
Zealand and it is therefore appropriate to examine journal clusters using North Americans’
perceptions.
In this paper we will compare the ordinal ranking across the four evaluative dimensions and
then use these dimensions to cluster the journals being evaluated. Comparisons between
clusters will be undertaken to examine whether the broad groupings in fact differ across all
four criteria. Based on the discussion of the literature the following two hypotheses will be
examined:
H1:  There will not be significant correlations between the four evaluative criteria.
H2:  The four evaluative criteria will not vary across the three clusters.
Method
This study examines journal groupings using the four perceptual evaluations developed by
Polonsky and Whitelaw (2003) – prestige, contribution to theory, contribution to practice and
contribution to teaching. It should be noted that other than prestige, these criteria match sub-
disciplines identified by Baumgarter and Pieters (2003). That is: contribution to teaching -
core marketing; contribution to practice- managerial marketing and/or marketing practice;
and contribution to teaching- marketing education.
To cover a cross section of marketing academics the survey was distributed on Elmar, which
is inclusive of teaching and research focused staff from around the world. Individuals were
asked to evaluate journals that they were familiar with on each of the four dimensions, using
a scale ranging from A+, A, B+, B, C+, C, D. This type of process has been applied in other
journal evaluation literature (Hult et al 1997). After three weeks, 117 responses were received
of which 74 were based in North America, although only 65 of these completed all required
portions of the study and thus comprise the sample. The web-based nature of the study
resulted in some potential respondents being unable to complete the web-based survey. Thus
non-response bias may be a limitation of the study.
The data analysis was further restricted to the top 20 journals that respondents most
frequently evaluated. This resulted in at least 52% of respondents (i.e. 34 evaluators)
evaluating the 20th journal. Mean scores for each of the four criteria were calculated for all
top 20 journals. Pearson correlations were then undertaken to determine if the ordinal
rankings differed across pairs of criteria. If the criteria were not correlated it would suggest
that the specific criteria used to evaluate journals matters in terms of rankings. The top 20
journals were then cluster analysed using the four evaluative criteria. A three-cluster solution
identified A, B and C groupings. The mean scores of each of the four evaluative criteria were
compared across clusters using paired t-tests.
The response rate for the study is unknown, as there is no comprehensive listing of marketing
academics in North America (for example, the AMA only has approximately 2500 academics
as members globally) and demographic data on Elmar participants is also unavailable. An
analysis of respondents identified that the sample covered a cross section of academic levels,
academic interests and other demographic factors. Thus, while the response rate appears to be
low, it is believed to be representative of the targeted population and thus appropriate for
evaluation (Berdie 1989).
Analysis and discussion
The first step of the analysis examined the mean score of each of the four evaluative criteria
(See Table 1). The average criteria scores ranged from 7 (i.e. A+) to 1 (D). Overall, there is a
wide dispersion across criteria: Prestige - 6.58 to 3.16; Contribution to Theory - 6.45 to 3.55;
Contribution to Practice - 5.47 to 2.84; and Contribution to Teaching - 5.39 to 2.08. An
examination of the correlations between criteria reveals that there were statistically
significant correlations (at the .05 level) for all pairs of criteria (prestige-theory 0.97;
prestige-practice 0.72; prestige-teaching 0.52; theory-practice 0.59; teaching-practice 0.61)
other than Theory-Teaching (.36). Thus, H1 would seem to be rejected, as the correlations are
statistically significant for five of the six pairs of tests.
As might be expected, prestige and theory seem to be the most highly correlated and thus it is
unclear if these are measuring different criteria. It is interesting to note that practice and
prestige seem to be the second most highly correlated. This would seem to suggest that the
more applied academic marketing journals are also seen as prestigious. This is, however, not
necessarily saying that these works are the most theoretical, for while the correlation is
statistically significant, it is below .60. As might have been anticipated, teaching has a lower
correlation with the other three variables, although the correlation is not statistically
significant for theory.
A cluster analysis of the journals using the four evaluative criteria was then undertaken.
Using a three-cluster solution, cluster membership varied from three members to 11 members
(See Table 1).1 Applying names to the clusters such as A, B, and C has intuitive appeal and
seems to apply to the “rankings” based on the criteria. As might have been expected, the B
grouping is the largest. The A grouping has six journals included, including those
traditionally considered the “top 3” marketing journals. While the C grouping is smallest, this
                                                 
1 A four-cluster solution resulted in one group containing one member (Journal of Marketing Education) and
thus the three-cluster solution was deemed to be preferable.
might be explained by the fact that only the top 20 journals were examined based on
familiarity. If the number of journals used in the cluster analysis were expanded it is expected
that the number of C journals would increase.
Table 1: Criteria Scores and Rankings
JOURNAL Prestige
Score
Theory
Score
Practice
Score
Teaching
Score
Cluster
Journal of Marketing Research 6.52 6.35 5.09 4.08 A
Journal of Marketing 6.52 6.17 5.47 4.59 A
Journal of Consumer Research 6.58 6.45 4.34 4.13 A
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 5.52 5.41 4.67 3.91 A
Journal of Retailing 5.59 5.32 5.14 4.07 A
Advances in Consumer Research 4.26 4.69 2.85 3.04 C
Journal of Advertising Research 4.86 4.66 5.06 4.14 B
Journal of Advertising 5.24 5.06 4.76 3.92 B
Psychology & Marketing 4.57 4.59 3.82 3.30 B
Journal of Consumer Psychology 5.26 5.26 4.02 3.55 B
Marketing Science 6.24 6.05 4.98 4.00 A
Marketing Letters 4.68 4.49 4.10 3.44 B
Journal of Public Policy & Marketing 5.20 4.80 4.85 4.03 B
European Journal of Marketing 4.13 4.10 4.23 3.33 B
Industrial Marketing Management 4.42 3.95 4.71 4.08 B
Journal of Marketing Education 4.11 3.74 3.61 5.39 B
Academy of Marketing Science Review 3.16 3.55 2.84 2.08 C
Journal of Personal Selling & Sales
Management 4.43 4.43 4.86 4.09 B
Journal of Consumer Marketing 3.69 3.71 3.66 2.94 C
International Journal of Research in Marketing 4.79 4.82 4.18 3.68 B
The last part of the analysis undertakes paired t-tests on the criteria mean scores between
clusters. While it might be suggested that cluster analysis uses these means to group the
journals in a “meaningful way”, a comparison of the means allows us to identify the
differences in criteria across clusters (See Table 2). As can be seen, Journals in the A
category are evaluated higher on all four criteria, followed by B and then C grouped journals.
This ordering is statically significant (see paired t-tests) for all criteria, except for two paired
comparisons. This would suggest that H2 could also be rejected, as there are differences in 10
of the 12 pairs of comparisons.
In regards to where differences between clusters do not appear, the contribution to teaching
of cluster A and B is not statistically different, even though both are higher than cluster C.
Thus, this criterion does not seem to serve to differentiate the quality of journals in A and B
groupings. The contribution to theory of B and C journals is not statistically significantly
different. This is surprising, as it may suggest that the difference in these two groupings is
less about what it adds to academic knowledge and more related to other factors such as
prestige and/or the contribution to practice or teaching. This may have substantial
implications for targeting journals, if academics want to be evaluated on the contribution to
theory, which is often held up to be a critical factor in the evaluation of an individuals work.
Table 2: Cluster Comparisons in terms of individual Criteria (Mean values and [Std])
Implications and conclusions
The interest in ranking/grouping journals will most likely continue around the world,
especially with the increasing performance expectations (DocSig 2003, Mort et al 1994). It is
important that any “quality” groupings explicitly define what it is measuring, as would
happen in regards to any complex evaluative criteria. The question of what makes an “A, B,
C, etc.” journal is something that may be increasingly important, especially as the number of
journals increases over time. For example, it is very unclear how e-journals will be placed in
the academic pecking order in the future and in fact few other studies have examined
evaluations of e-journals (Polonsky et al.1999). Interestingly, one colleague recently
indicated that they examine which databases carry the journals they are considering
submitting to, rather than journal rankings. The rationale being that they want to ensure their
information is accessible to the widest set of individuals, academic, student and practitioners.
A second interesting issue relates to the role of conference proceedings in developing
knowledge. Within this study one “proceeding” is included in the top 20, which has also been
included in other ranking studies as well (for example Hult et al. 1997). This might possibly
suggest that the perceived value of proceedings could be declining, as other proceedings
appeared in rankings previously. There could be other explanations, for example in Australia
the “value” of proceedings might continue, because the DEST funding model “counts”
conference proceedings as a publication. Of course how proceedings are viewed by
Academics using other evaluative criteria is still unclear, especially if North American trends
are being followed (Swift et al. 1998).
The global nature of journal evaluations needs to be considered in the future. While the data
in this study was North American based, the question must be asked do journal evaluations
differ in Australia or other regions? Additional cross-cultural work needs to be undertaken
similar to that of Theoharakis and Hirst (2002), where regional comparisons are undertaken.
Follow up research is also required to better understand whether different types of evaluative
criteria are valued differently across regions, should such differences be identified.
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